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transactions must have some essential attributes in order for mismatches
to occur.
We propose instead that economic transactions—form, rules, and
meanings—may be wholly created within the social relationship. Under
this logic, market transactions cannot enter a relationship to either destroy
the social tie or be altered by it because the transaction itself has yet to be
created. All social ties are free to create myriad distinct forms of economic
transactions. More times than not, people will model the rules of eco-
nomic interaction on the rules of the relationship. It may be quite difﬁcult
to do otherwise.
For an example, take the case of two close friends, one of whom pays
the other to provide childcare. The exchange rules governing the provision
of childcare are likely to contrast sharply with the rules governing the
friendship. This intermingling itself is not a problem, but would become
so if the one friend doesn’t pay as agreed, asking instead to be given spe-
cial treatment because of the friendship. By trying to unilaterally impose
the rules of the friendship on the childcare transaction, the friendship is
strained.
By not carefully considering the rules governing various types of
interaction and by not also carefully differentiating between distinct types
of economic transactions, Zelizer does not fully confront the hostile-
worlds view. She does not show the successful intermingling of ‘‘true’’
market transactions and intimacy and thus is not able to critique the hos-
tile-worlds view in its strong form. Instead, Zelizer chooses to confront
the hostile-worlds view in its weak form, claiming that these theorists
reject the intermingling of intimate relationships with all forms of eco-
nomic transactions. Zelizer’s connected-lives approach, in our opinion, is
quite valuable and merits further development to overcome this limitation.
Essay 2: Connected Lives and Embeddedness: Reading
Zelizer with Granovetter—A Review and Critique
Deirdre Caputo-Levine,1 Alwyn Lim,2 and Celine Wills1
Our concern is to read Viviana Zelizer’s Purchase of Intimacy in
relation to Mark Granovetter’s embeddedness framework. We compare
2 Department of Sociology, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 3001 LSA Building, 500
South State, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1382.
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Zelizer’s connected-lives approach to the embeddedness literature in order
to tease out the similarities, differences, and improvements in the ways
economic sociologists examine the intertwining of economic and social
behavior. We argue that although Zelizer and Granovetter both focus on
this intermeshing of socioeconomic action, their perspectives reﬂect their
differing starting points: economic transactions or intimate relationships.
We believe Zelizer’s connected-lives approach gives fresh insight to the
new economic sociology but we have some reservations regarding her
treatment of reciprocity and power in intimate relationships.
In his classic article ‘‘Economic Action and Social Structure,’’ Grano-
vetter (1985) examined the social basis of what is commonly regarded as
economic behavior or, more speciﬁcally, economic transactions. His
hypotheses, which were to later drive much of the research in the new eco-
nomic sociology, pointed to a sharp critique of atomistic economism.
Granovetter argued that because economic action is always embedded in
social structure, the perpetuation of social ties often takes precedence over
atomized action. The embeddedness argument, as it later developed,
sought to demonstrate that socially isolated economic action was a myth
that did not hold up to sociological scrutiny.
Both Zelizer and Granovetter critique dualistic and reductionist views
of economic and social behavior. First, there is Granovetter’s proximate
account of economic transactions and social networks. Second, there is
the debate over the ‘‘sociality’’ of markets. In The Purchase of Intimacy,
Zelizer’s (2005) argument falls into what can be construed as an embedd-
edness perspective by demonstrating the everyday intertwining of intimate
relations and economic transactions. Her critique of hostile-worlds and
nothing-but perspectives, however, echoes Krippner’s (2001) reservation
about the way the new economic sociology creates an artiﬁcial dichotomy
between embedded networks (intimate and reciprocal relationships) and
arm’s-length ties (market relationships) (cf. Uzzi, 1996).
ZELIZER’S CRITIQUE OF EMBEDDEDNESS
Zelizer does not argue that particular relationships absorb or are
impacted by economic ties but that all relationships are tied somehow to
economics. This casts a far broader net than Granovetter’s use of embedd-
edness, focusing as it does on the way personal relationships are embed-
ded in formal institutions. Zelizer almost ignores the presence and absence
of such institutions, the exception being the intrusion of the legal system
into intimate relationships. In this instance, however, the intrusion occurs
after the relationship is established as opposed to being the foundation on
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which it grows. In many examples, Zelizer discusses the judicial system as
an arbiter between parties entangled in a web of intimacy. In her view, the
legal system imposes its own form of relational work when relationships
come under its jurisdiction, often invoking hostile-worlds reasoning when
it comes to judging economic transactions in intimate relationships (see
Zelizer, 2005:47–93). Zelizer uses this forcible intrusion as a diagnostic
device for better understanding how economics are integrated into inti-
macy.
This use of judicial intrusion points forcefully to what we feel is the
key point that makes Zelizer’s thesis very different from Granovetter’s:
she begins by looking at intimate relationships among people, while
Granovetter begins with markets. Zelizer thus explores relationships and
money through the lens of the individual in order to understand its per-
sonal and cultural relevance. As a consequence, small interpersonal trans-
actions become paramount in her thinking, the building blocks for more
encompassing relationships and networks. In contrast, Granovetter
explores relationships purely within the context of economic transactions
and analyzes the emergent relations of those who are brought together by
those transactions.
Throughout her work, Zelizer has offered a critique of economic soci-
ology, claiming that theorists working within the discipline often assume
that economic and noneconomic spheres are separate. In ‘‘Enter Culture,’’
for example, she states: ‘‘On the whole, economic sociologists have recog-
nized the presence of culture, but have not integrated its analysis effec-
tively into their own work’’ (Zelizer, 2002:2). Here, we can align her
thinking to Krippner’s protest against how Granovetter’s concept of em-
beddedness has developed. In Krippner’s view, embeddedness is problem-
atic because it implies a division between ‘‘economy’’ and ‘‘society’’
(Krippner, 2001). Though Zelizer’s criticism is less harsh, in many ways,
The Purchase of Intimacy is an extension of this critique.
It is important to put The Purchase of Intimacy in the context of this
larger body of work, including Zelizer’s most general statement of her
position on this matter (Zelizer, 1997) and an earlier American Journal of
Sociology article where she states her concerns succinctly.
The assumed dichotomy between a utilitarian money and non-pecuniary values is
false, for money under certain circumstances may be as singular and unexchange-
able as the most personal or unique object (Zelizer, 1989:351).
This statement is an implicit critique of those sociologists who take as
an assumption the disjunction between ‘‘money’’ and ‘‘values.’’ It also
suggests that intersections between the economic and the intimate are not
only possible but are regular occurrences in everyday life.
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[The] alleged freedom and unchecked power of money become untenable assump-
tions. Culture and social structure set inevitable limits to the monetization process
by introducing profound controls and restrictions on the ﬂow and liquidity of
money (Zelizer, 1989:351).
This claim is an argument that a hostile-worlds perspective is simply
unrealistic, since money and its disbursement cannot be divorced from the
social setting in which it is employed. A critical corollary to this point is
Zelizer’s argument that economic sociologists distort reality by restricting
their attention to ‘‘true markets’’ and relegating other forms of economic
activity (such as gift transfers, informal economics, and consumption) to
the nonmarket world (Zelizer, 2005:44). This exclusion does not allow
them to see that ‘‘noneconomic’’ transactions (like gifts) can be function-
ally equivalent to market transactions (like bonus pay), but appear to be
different precisely because they are buried within an intimate relationship.
Within the household, for example, ‘‘consumption’’ is thought of as frivo-
lous and unimportant while ‘‘production’’ is thought to be nonexistent.
But Zelizer demonstrates that there are a multitude of economic transac-
tions that take place within intimate relationships and are, in fact, neces-
sary to settings like the household, coupling, and various caring
relationships. Perhaps the clearest example is the provision of and ⁄or
remuneration for childcare, which has different meanings and conse-
quences depending on whether the caregiver is a family member, a close
relative, a next-door neighbor, or an institution like a day-care center. In
fact, Zelizer would argue that intimate relationships inevitably lead to the
construction of new economic relationships, as when a couple remunerates
(with an allowance of an hourly wage) their teenage daughter for babysit-
ting their younger child instead of leaving the child with a neighbor. Some
versions of this practice would not be deﬁned as economic in many treat-
ments, even though they are economically equivalent to placing the child
in a commercial childcare center.
Zelizer’s conception of economic relationships can be merited for bet-
ter integrating culture into the equation, but we ﬁnd her deﬁnition of ‘‘the
market’’ to be ambiguous. Because she begins at the level of the individ-
ual, she speaks of ‘‘economic transactions’’ but this is not always the same
as ‘‘the market,’’ even though the two seem to be interchangeable for
Zelizer. Formal institutions such as corporations are virtually nonexistent
in her work, which leads the reader to assume that they are less important
to Zelizer’s argument. Her point is that we ourselves engage in market
behavior in our everyday lives and that the so-called boundaries between
the two spheres are very ﬂuid. Although this point is insightful, we do,
however, think it is problematic to deny any differences between market
and other economic transactions.
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CRITIQUE OF ‘‘CONNECTED LIVES’’
In Zelizer’s work, intimate relationships are deﬁned in very broad
terms. The New York Times reviewer Richard Epstein argued that some-
times her relationships barely imply any reciprocity of intimacy—for
example, the relationship between a doctor and patient, in which the doc-
tor may have detailed intimate knowledge of the patient, but the patient
may not even know the doctor’s ﬁrst name (Epstein, 2005). He argues that
the reciprocity of intimacy is a basic requirement for an intimate relation-
ship, a claim that is echoed by Granovetter (1973:1361). Granovetter
argues that embeddedness often grows (e.g., in the context of a corpora-
tion) with two parties doing special favors for one another. Such a rela-
tionship is likely to end if a favor is not returned, an expression of the
centrality of reciprocity in such relationships.
The more key problem that Epstein observes is that Zelizer makes lit-
tle distinction between close and distant, or arm’s-length, ties. Because her
deﬁnition of an intimate relationship is so broad, the result is that arm’s-
length ties, or even market relationships, are treated the same as intense
personal relationships so long as the relationship contains a measurable
quantum of intimate knowledge in a single direction. This is evidenced by
the fact that she uses examples of both interchangeably. For example,
using Zelizer’s deﬁnition, a conscientious nurse in an elder-care facility
who attends to a patient’s complaints of pain and listens to stories of the
patient’s youth would be viewed through the same lens as a daughter who
is leaving a job to administer full-time care to an ailing parent. Rather
than treating arm’s-length and personal relationships as two categories,
Zelizer seeks to set up a continuum of intimacy instead. We ﬁnd this to be
problematic since the dynamics of change could lead one intimacy to
evolve seamlessly into another. We believe that there is a qualitative and
possibly unbridgeable difference between, for example, a mother–daughter
bond, in which money is implicit, and a session with a spiritual advisor, in
which money is the essential glue (examples from Zelizer, 2005:168). How-
ever, by Granovetter’s logic, the telephone advice could later blossom into
friendship or even love with the commensurate changes in the economic
aspects, but the intimacy would never be intertwined in the same manner
as a mother–daughter relationship. In this context, we suggest that
Zelizer’s argument may have been more effective if she had argued that
the connected-lives perspective was most appropriate to, or worked differ-
ently when, relationships are ongoing and reciprocal.
The broad deﬁnition of intimacy that Zelizer uses may lead to over-
embeddedness. Based on the illustrative examples offered in the chapter
on caring relationships, Zelizer runs the risk of being deterministic and
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overinvesting relationships with intimacy. Although mention is made of
caregivers becoming close to their charges (home-health aides bringing
their patients food, nannies becoming attached to the children they care
for, and nurses making time to sit with patients), very little attention is
paid to the efforts of caregivers to maintain their distance. Unlike house-
hold relationships and romantic relationships, such as courting, engage-
ment, and marriage, these relationships may often start as primarily
economic and without any emotional investment on the part of the care-
giver or client. A physician, nurse, nurse’s aide, or emergency medical care
technician can simply carry out the care necessitated by law and facility
requirements, thus limiting any relationship with the patient to a business
relationship.
The connected-lives perspective expands on previous ideas of the
interaction between the market and the social by placing the market in the
realm of social relations. We maintain that this perspective is more
nuanced and able to provide a more discriminating account of the compli-
cated interweaving of the marketplace and the cultural matrix within
which it is embedded.
However, we have found that the connected-lives perspective does
not address the full impact of power and reciprocity on intimate and ⁄or
other social relationships. Both reciprocity and power relations can be said
to exercise independent and signiﬁcant effects on the quality of intimate
relationships, as well as on the way individuals engage in relational work.
To ignore either is to pitch intimate and social behavior in unrealistic
terms since both reciprocity and power are inherent in so many social
exchanges that take place. We do not believe that such a re-evaluation of
the connected-lives perspective, as we have suggested, will be guilty of hos-
tile-worlds dualism or nothing-but reductionism. In fact, we believe that
considering them in the matrix of social and cultural processes will yield
richer data and analyses very much in line with Zelizer’s original trajec-
tory. With this fuller and more integrated account of relational work and
intimate relations, Zelizer’s connected-lives approach promises to be a
fruitful endeavor for those interested in the new economic sociology.
Essay 3: The Limits of the Connected Lives Theory
Louis Edgar Esparza1 and Pablo Lapegna1
Zelizer is critical of the view that intimate relationships and economic
transactions are, and ought to, remain separate. She begins by showing
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